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COMMENTON THE PROPOSEDRETENTION OF A NEOTYPE
SPECIMENFOR HYCOEPHALUSAPRUGNUSBERGROTH,1906.

Z.N.(S.) 1916
(see volume 27, pages 113-1 14)

By A. C. Eyies (Entomology Division, DSIR, Nelson, New Zealand)

I wish to oppose the application to retain the neotype of Hyocepliahis aprugnus
in preference to the holotype.

It is indeed good news that the holotype of H. aprugnus has now been located,

and I feel it should retain its rightful place as holotype in preference to the neotype.

From the application it is obvious that the authors had no difficulty in recognizing

the specimen as the holotype. Further, they show that it is in good condition, lacking

only the last two antennal segments, and with some damage to the hind wings.

There is no problem of confusion of species as this is the only species of Hyo-
cephalidae. Prior to the redescription it seems that no specimens were available,

but then were discovered several specimens from Brancsik's collection (the same source

as the holotype) which were readily recognized as this species, and so the species was
redescribed. The relationships of this interesting family could then be clearly estab-

lished and this is of great importance —but this is nothing to do with the status of
the neotype.

Further, Dr. Stys when establishing the neotype stated "... there are no nomen-
clatural problems with Hyocephalus aprugnus Bergr. . . .

", and, "It is uncertain

whether the holotype has been destroyed, or whether it has been intermixed among
Brancsik's other Hyocephalus specimens . .

."

Bearing in mind the above comments in relation to Article 75 and 75a and 75a(i),

now that the holotype has been found, the neotype should step down. The neotype
and the fuller description published on it would be equivalent to many other redescrip-

tions accompanied by a full dorsal view drawing.

COMMENTSON DR. C. P. GROVESSREQUESTFOR A DECLARATION
MODIFYING ARTICLE 1 SO AS TO EXCLUDENAMESPROPOSED

FORDOMESTICANIMALS. Z.N.(S.) 1935

(see volume 27, pages 269-272)

By L. B. Holthuis and A. M. Husson (Rijksnmseum van Natuurlijke Historic, Leiden,

The Netherlands')

After carefully studying Dr. Groves's proposals we cannot see the necessity or the

feasibility of the actions advocated by him.
First, unless very carefully defined, the term domestic may lead to endless contro-

versies in interpreting any rule concerning names of domestic animals. There are so

many intergradations between truly domestic and truly wild animals, e.g. by the

existence of animals that are partly domesticated or interbreeds between feral and true

domestic animals, that it is difficult to draw a sharp line anywhere. For instance,

the species named by Linnaeus Passer domesticus and Musca domestica will by most

modern zoologists not be considered domestic animals at all.

Second, we fail to see what objection there is for zoologists, who think that a

certain domestic animal (e.g., the house cat, Felis catus Linnaeus, 1758) and the wild

form (here Felis silvestris Schreber, 1777) are one species, to use the oldest name
(in this case Felis catus) for both. If, as Dr. Groves evidently does, the domestic

form is not considered a subspecies but an infra-subspecific form, then its nomen-
clature does not fall under the present Code, anyway and zoologists are free to indicate

these forms with whatever infra-subspecific name they deem proper for it, as long as

for the specific name the oldest available name is used. They can, e.g., use for the

domestic cat the name Felis catus forma domesticus, or Felis catus forma catus and
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for the wild cat Felis catus forma ferns or Felis catus forma silvestris, if they want to.

There is a tendency among mammalogists dealing with domestic animals, however,

to use the specific name of the feral species for the whole united taxon and to apply

the name originally given to the domestic form to the lowest category (form, or as

some do subspecies), e.g. Felis silvestris catus and Felis silvestris silvestris instead of

Felus catus catus and Felis catus silvestris. There seems to be no good reason for

this, apart from the wish to show in the name the (often very problematic) derivation

of the domestic form, which of course is none of the business of nomenclature.

As long as the wild and domestic forms are not proved to be one species, or as

long as doubts exist in that respect, there is nothing to do but to treat them as distinct

species, and here too a strict application of the Code is the most logical solution.

In exceptional cases, where the use of the name of the domestic form for the entire

species could cause difficulties, such a case could be treated separately under the

plenary powers. It is interesting to see how many of the domestic forms have quite

neutral specific names that do not refer to their domestic status {catus, taiirus, caballus,

aries, hircus, etc.); the only species that we can think of right now with the specific

name domesticus evidently have to be considered wild species (Passer domesticus,

Musca domestica).

We believe that also in this case a strict adherence to the Code gives the most
simple and straightforward solution, and that any effort to make a species clause in

the Code for "the domestic animals" will result in numerous difficulties, many of

which we probably cannot foresee at this moment.

COMMENTON THE PROPOSEDVALIDATION OF MUREXLOTORWM
LINNAEUS, 1758 (GASTROPODA). Z.N.(S.) 1886

(see volume 26, pages 174-176)

By A. G. Beu {N.Z. Geological Survey, P.O. Box 30368, Lower Hutt, New Zealand).

I am grateful to Dr. H. A. Rehder (Bull. zool. Nomencl. 27 : 67) and Mr. W. O.

Cemohorsky (Bull. zool. Nomencl. 27 : 133) for their support and further information.

The alternative proposals submitted by Cemohorsky would have exactly the same effect

as that submitted by me. Since it makes no practical difference which figure is chosen

for the interpretation of Mure.x lotorium Linnaeus, so long as it represents Cymatium
lotorium of recent authors, I chose to request interpretation by reference to an accurate

coloured figure that would be available to most workers. As the Commission has

directed that species names be interpreted by reference to a figure rather than an

original type specimen in at least two earlier cases (Opinion 224, Anemia pecten

Linnaeus; Opinion 486, Productus brachythaerus Morris*), as original type material

is not available to aid in interpretation of Mure.x lotorium, as there is no nomenclatural

problem to be solved in the case (and thus a neotype need not be erected), as the works

of Rumphius and d'Argenville cited by Cemohorsky are considerably rarer than

Reeve's Conchologica Iconica, and as Reeve's figure is based on a specimen now lodged

in the British Museum (Natural History) (reg. no. 1967696) whereas the specimens

figured by Rumphius and d'Argenville are lost, I consider it better to interpret the name
Murex lotorium Linnaeus by the clear, accurate, coloured figure given by L. Reeve in

Conchologica Iconica 2, Triton, pi. 6, fig. 19b, than by the figure in Rumphius or

d'Argenville cited by Rehder and Cemohorsky.
Consequently I support my own earlier application (Beu, Bull. zool. Nomencl.

26 : 174-6) rather than Cernohorsky's alternative. However, as long as the current

usage of Murex lotorium is validated, the figure referred to seems of little consequence.

* Opinion 224: Opinions and Declarations rendered by I.C.Z.N,, 4 (14) : 149-160;

Opinion 486: Opinions and Declarations rendered by I.C.Z.N., 17 (8 : 105-118.
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